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Abstract

Capacity development is core to the activities supported by most development assistance agencies. However, the development of capacity is rarely evaluated. Where it is evaluated, the quality of evaluations is usually poor and shows that capacity development has been largely unsuccessful. Also, when evaluations have been undertaken, it is difficult to identify the influence these have made on program implementation or capacity development policy. 

Furthermore, evaluations of capacity development programs have rarely met the utility standard. In particular, they seldom provide the types of information that intended users need. Patton (2002) suggests that for evaluations to be utilised, they need to answer questions that are of interest to intended users. Consequently, this paper attempts to identify the types of questions that should be posed by intended users of evaluations of donor-funded capacity development programs. 

Findings presented in this paper result from an analysis of 49 interviews held with a range of intended user groups. These groups include: donors (those responsible for the program, senior managers and internal evaluation specialists); those in the partner agency (counterparts and managers); those working directly on the program (managers and Advisers); and evaluators.  It was found that there was one particular question each user group wanted evaluations of capacity development to answer. Beyond this, the broad questions user groups wanted answered and the focus of these varied.  Finally, there appeared to be little relationship between questions users wanted answered and those generally used for evaluations which are based on the criteria established by the Development Assistance Committee (DAC). 

Introduction 

Over the last ten to fifteen years, the focus of development assistance has moved to the provision of support for what is known as ‘capacity development’. This move is due to both individual agencies recognising the dependency of sustainability on capacity development and the broader articulation of the importance of capacity development by the United Nations. As a result, capacity development is now core to the activities supported by most development assistance agencies. For instance, it is estimated that at least 25% of donor funds are committed to capacity development (Whyte, 2004; Watson, 2006; Loveridge 2007). In some cases, this is even higher; for example, 50% of World Bank funds for Africa are used to support capacity development (World Bank, 2005). 

However, capacity and the development of capacity are rarely evaluated. Indeed, the World Bank (World Bank, 2005, xiv) notes that most of its capacity development activities “are not routinely tracked, monitored or evaluated”. In many cases, what is measured is at an output level rather than at an outcome level, and primarily serves an accountability function (Whyte, 2004; Carman, 2007; Taut, 2007). Where capacity development had been evaluated, the quality was often found to be poor (Forss and Carlsson, 1997; Picciotto, 2003; Bollen et. al., 2005; Watson, 2006). 
From the limited number of evaluations undertaken it has been shown that capacity development has been largely unsuccessful. For example, achievements were below expectations across Africa (World Bank, 2005) and only 30 - 40% of capacity development effort by the World Bank was found to have been effective (World Bank, 1998). The reasons given for this are many and include issues with program design, environmental factors, and management (Watson, 2006). 

In addition, after a review of the literature, it has been impossible to identify examples of how results from capacity development evaluations have been used. It has also become evident that these results have rarely been used by other activities for which the findings could be relevant. The reasons for this situation have included: lack of ownership of the results by those who could use them; lack of time for the users to read relevant reports; evaluations undertaken too late for the results to be of use; and failure to produce useful information. Furthermore, current practice usually fails to meet the utility standards in the Standards for Program Evaluation set by the Joint Committee on Standards for Educational Evaluation. It was also noted that; “one of the biggest problems we have is that we are not producing the sort of information that is useful” [T10]. Thus, current practice does not reflect the well-documented need for evaluations to address such issues if the findings are to be used (see Cousins and Leithwood, 1986).
Therefore, in order to encourage the increased use of evaluation findings associated with capacity development initiatives, this paper attempts to identify what information intended users would find “useful”. 

Definitions of Capacity and Capacity Development
In international development, capacity development has evolved from a range of approaches to the provision of development assistance in developing countries.  However, no universal definitions of capacity or capacity development have been established. As Morgan (2006) stated; “Capacity can be everything or nothing, when it is claimed to be everything, it adds up to nothing". This sentiment has been echoed by others over a considerable period of time (Lusthaus, 1999). 

Nevertheless, for this paper, the widely accepted Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development‘s definition (2006) of capacity as; “the ability of people, organizations and society as a whole to manage their affairs successfully” will be used
. The definition of capacity development this paper uses is that of the Australian Agency for International Development’s (AusAID) (2004): capacity development is “. . . the process of developing competencies and capabilities in individuals, groups, organisations, sectors or countries which will lead to sustained and self generating performance improvement". 

Types of Evaluation Questions Required for Development Assistance Programs

In 1991, the Development Assistance Committee (DAC) established criteria for evaluation of development assistance (DAC, 1991). It was agreed at that time that there were two key purposes for evaluation of development assistance:

· To improve future aid policy, programmes and projects through feedback of lessons learned; 

· To provide a basis for accountability, including the provision of information for the public. 

Subsequently it was determined that four key aspects should be addressed in relation to development assistance programs. These pertain to:

· Relevance: The extent to which the aid activity is suited to the priorities and policies of the target group, recipient and donor.

· Effectiveness: The extent to which an aid activity attains its objectives.


· Efficiency: Whether the aid used resources as perspicaciously as possible in order to achieve the desired results. It is a measure of the cost of the outputs in relation to the inputs. 

· Sustainability: Whether the benefits of an activity are likely to continue after donor funding has been withdrawn.

Such questions are used frequently as the basis for developing a scope of service for evaluations of capacity development. In addition, from experience, accountability
 is often included explicitly in the scope of services to capture the second DAC evaluation purpose outlined above. 

Methodology

This research concerns the first stage of a broader research project being undertaken as part of a Doctorate. It specifically aims to identify questions that intended users would want any evaluation of capacity development to answer. The information gained will be used to determine the usefulness of the Capacity Development Evaluation Framework (CDE Framework) in evaluation of capacity development initiatives (Kotvojs, 2009).

Firstly, those expected to use the results from this research were identified. These groups included donors (those individuals responsible for the program, senior managers and internal evaluation specialists); those in the partner agency (counterparts and managers); those working directly in the program (management, Advisers/consultants); and other evaluation specialists. 

After discussion, AusAID identified the staff in Canberra and at two AusAID offices in developing countries (posts) who would be the most appropriate to interview i.e. people involved in capacity development activities and interested in evaluation. In the Solomon Islands, counterpart agency managers for the programs that are being used as case studies in the broader research were invited to participate. In Indonesia, this was not possible as the program is already experiencing difficulty in meeting senior managers for evaluations. As a result, these data do not include any information from Indonesian counterpart agencies. 

Then the Managing Contractor, Program Director, Team Leader and Advisers on each of the case study programs were also interviewed. In addition, people who were to be part of one of the intended user groups were contacted between November 2010 and June 2011. They were also invited to participate. This resulted in three people from NZAID and three from international Non-Government Organisations (INGO being included. 

As a result, a total of 51 people gave consent to be interviewed. The interviewer used a semi-structured interview. Initially material was digitally recorded; however this made a number of interviewees uncomfortable so subsequent interviews were documented by hand. Copies of transcripts of interviews were supplied to each interviewee to check for rigour. Subsequently, two participants working in Solomon Islands (one AusAID and one Adviser) withdrew approval to use their data and so this data was not included in the ensuing analysis. It should be noted that a number of interviewees fell into more than one user group category and thus their material has been analysed in each (Table 1). 

Table 1. Number of People Interviewed From Each Intended User Group.

	AusAID (Canberra)
	AusAID (Indonesia)
	AusAID (Solomon Islands)
	Managing Contractor
	Program Director
	Team Leader
	Adviser
	M&E role
	Partner Agency
	International Non Government Organisation (INGO)
	NZAID
	Total

	7
	9
	3
	6
	7
	6
	7
	11
	4
	3
	3
	49


Each person interviewed has been given an identifier from [T1] to [T49]. This is used to reference all quotes in this paper. The identifier is designed to maintain confidentiality of individual while providing a clear audit trail if needed.  

Data were coded and analysed specifically to determine what key questions each intended user group would like answered in evaluation of capacity development initiatives. In addition, data were analysed regarding each user group’s: definition of capacity development; awareness of existing models used for evaluation of capacity development; experience of evaluation of capacity development; and criteria for a framework for evaluating capacity development. 

A summary of the results of the analysis was promised to all participants. 

Perception of Capacity Development Evaluation Practice
All of those interviewed who were able to comment on the quality of evaluations of capacity development considered that the standard was poor. This was often attributed either to a poor understanding of capacity development by all involved in the program or to issues with the original project design. Furthermore, for many, it was not clear if capacity development was a process or a product. This was illustrated by comments such as “If capacity development is a means, you monitor capacity development as a process; if it is an end, you need to start looking for signs that the capacity is different and that it is sustainable. So this is really still a big dilemma within AusAID” [T28]. This confusion has been present for a long time (Brown, 2001). In addition, many were unclear as to how capacity development differed from the ‘rest’ of development “because (capacity development) is all we do in development. It is what we do, so it isn’t evaluated separately” [T18]. 

Others also noted a lack of understanding of capacity development strategies [T6, T7, T8, T13, T16, T18, T19, T43, T46, T47, and T48]. It was suggested that these factors meant that capacity development often failed to be considered explicitly in evaluations of AusAID-funded activities. Indeed, from interviews carried out, it appears that NZAID “don’t intend to measure capacity development as a discrete item” [T47]. 
And, as indicated above, a number of those interviewed from all user groups noted that the quality of program designs was a major contributor to the poor quality of capacity development evaluations. They suggested that many designs did not address monitoring or evaluation of capacity development adequately [T18]. In other cases, those interviewed noted that program outcomes were not articulated clearly or were unrealistic [T12, T13, T19]. This made it extremely difficult to implement quality evaluations. 

There were many weaknesses identified with current practice in the evaluation of capacity development. One of the most common was thought to be the lack of use of evaluation findings3. This was mainly identified by AusAID staff. The reasons for this reflected a lack of application of basic good evaluation practice. One key issue was that the purpose of the evaluation was not clear from the outset. As one AusAID evaluation expert stated: “I can’t really say what the purpose of the evaluations of capacity development have been” [T18]. This was probably a consequence of dealing with multiple clients [T10, T26] and a lack of effective evaluation planning [T18, T31]. For example, a review of evaluations contracted by AusAID in 2009 in Indonesia revealed that only about a third had developed an evaluation plan [T18]. Without a clear purpose (confirmed through the development of a program logic), it is unlikely that an evaluation can answer the questions in which the client is interested and hence ‘findings’ from the evaluation be used. So, without planning an evaluation effectively “an unsatisfactory evaluation in practice is likely to be the outcome” (Owen and Rogers, 1999, p73). 

The Questions Intended Users Want Answered

There was only one question that most of those interviewed (and most of each of the user groups) wanted answered. This was “What changes have happened as a result of the support?” Another two questions were of interest to almost half of those interviewed: “How have these changes occurred?” and “What lessons have been learnt?” Finally, whether the objective had been achieved, was identified by a smaller number as something needing investigation. 

Associated with each of these, there were significant variations of areas of interest for each user group (Table 2). 

Table 2. Questions of Primary Interest to Different User Groups.

	User group
	Donor
	Partner
	Managers
	Advisers
	Responsible for M&E 

	What were the changes?
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X

	How did the change occur?
	X
	
	
	X
	

	What lessons were learnt?
	X
	
	
	X
	

	Has the objective been achieved?
	
	X
	
	
	


A further three questions were identified by many in several user groups (Table 3). 

Table 3. Questions of Secondary Interest to Different User Groups.

	User group
	Donor
	Partner
	Managers
	Advisers
	Responsible for M&E 

	Has the objective been achieved
	X
	
	
	
	

	What progress has been made?
	X
	
	X
	
	

	Are the benefits sustainable?
	X
	
	X
	X
	


What Were The Changes?

All respondent groups interviewed were most interested in any changes that resulted from the capacity development. Their main interest was a demonstrable change in practice. What is striking is that all counterparts and most nationals wanted such information and only one national or counterpart did not identify this as a question they wanted answered. 

Counterparts tended to focus on changes at the individual, organisation and service delivery levels that resulted from training. This probably reflected that counterparts generally perceive capacity development and training to be almost synonymous. As one person remarked:

“I would want the evaluation to show that what he has done is benefiting his work and the Ministry and the country as a whole. What has been achieved from the training opportunity that he or she is going through” [T5].
The other group of respondents who were most concerned with this question was AusAID, in particular those at the Post. They too wanted to see behavioural change - so whether the activity had changed; “the ability of the people or the organisation whose capacity we are developing to do their job” [T14]. As with partner agencies, there was a focus on application of training and behavioural change. However, it was recognised that at the moment AusAID tend to ask whether “ ‘Ministry X is capacitated to Y’.  We often say they are ‘able to do’ rather than ‘they do” [T19]. Thus, the need to move from asking whether program participants are able to do something, to whether learning is being applied was identified. 

Then, some at AusAID identified that the perspective taken in relation to change should be from the perspective of the beneficiary, rather than the donor [T15, T13, T22] and also that the degree of change need not be huge. In fact,

“. . . as an outsider looking at something that appears to be a very small change, it may actually be a very significant change for the people in that context. … How we judge the value of the outcome needs to be from the perspective of the beneficiary” [T13].
Those who had responsibility for monitoring or evaluation of the activity were also interested in identifying the changes that had occurred. However, their focus was more on organisational change than it was for partners or AusAID, as this quote indicates:

“The key question for me is what do you do differently now in comparison to what you did before because of the programme. . . This also refers to different systems and values being in place and applied that were not there before. For example, for a government’s programme there may be new regulations in place which lead to new units being put in place to address the issues-- or the individual in the units producing things differently. If there has been an increase in planning and budget capacity, then you would look to see whether allocations have improved, they are more realistic, or whether there are other changes in line with what you expect. [T30]” 
Most of those employed on the program (Program Director, Team Leader and Advisers) were also concerned with questions dealing with change. However, it was not as consistent a priority for them as for counterparts or AusAID. As with those responsible for evaluation, those employed on the program also emphasised change at an organisational level so that:

“I’d want to know if there was demonstrable change, the impact it had made on the area, and whether this change was sustainable. Under that there are a lot of little elements, like whether staff performance and motivation has increased, whether the new procedures and systems are in place and being used. But overarching it all is whether there has been demonstrable change and therefore if the organisation is operating at the level we want” [T44, T45]
Regardless of the user group respondents represented or their experience in capacity development evaluation, those interviewed wanted the evaluation to identify the changes that had occurred. The changes respondents wanted to identify were related to several areas such as gains in knowledge and skills as well as in individual or organisational change. One person also identified that the evaluation should be able to show changes in competency of leadership [T19]. Among INGOs and those working at an activity level there was also a desire to see whether there had been changes in confidence and motivation. This was because they saw this as a key step in the change theory for capacity development [T48]. However, determining the degree of change in motivation and confidence was seen to be difficult to ascertain [T19, T27, T43]. 
Meanwhile, most of the NZAID interviewees considered that changes in the ability of the beneficiary to be able to address their own problems were key [T48, T49]. This is interesting because, despite AusAID’s definition of capacity development, which includes the phrase “self generating performance improvement”, the ability of an individual, organisation or nation to deal with their own problems was only identified by one of those interviewed from AusAID. As this person pointed out:

 “What evaluation of capacity building should be asking is the extent to which we are contributing to (for example) Papua New Guinea’s ability to solve their own problems. If they can’t, then we haven’t contributed to building capacity”. [T10]

Furthermore, very few respondents suggested that the degree of change needed to be quantified. Both respondents who did mention this were from AusAID and both recognised that they had limited experience in evaluation of capacity development [T18, T22] One other person from AusAID commented that; “If it doesn’t measure the softer side it isn’t useful” [T19]. Nevertheless, several others stated that it would be useful if the results could be quantified as this would allow comparison between programs and support the “political use of evaluation” [T13] However, they realised the potential difficulties associated with producing quantitative results to measure such changes. These included partner agency concerns with ratings [T22] and difficulty in establishing reliable indicators [T29].  

It was also recognised that the achievement of change takes time and that it is often important to identify any progress towards change rather than just assessing the degree of change at the end. Therefore, one person said they:

“…would want some demonstration of progressive improvements in capacity.  I say progressive as capacity development is inherently over a long period of time, it is incremental, it is building on one stage before moving to the next”. [T40]
Perhaps the following encapsulates much of what all the user groups want evaluation of capacity development programs to achieve:

“I want (the evaluation) to be able to tell me the situation at the start, what the program hoped to achieve, the aspirations (and) what was achieved”. [T9] 
Questions About How the Change Occurred 

The donors (including AusAID, NZAID, and INGO’s) were all particularly interested in detail about how any change occurs. This included how effective the particular capacity development strategies being implemented were and the impact of environmental factors on the outcomes. 

Some of the AusAID respondents identified how they use this information. For example,
 “I … want to know … what changed for the participants, why did it change, and what else was going on in the environment. If you have this information, you can form a judgement”. [T13] 

With this information, AusAID can determine; “whether we are using the right approach to capacity development i.e. on the job training, formal training” [T13]  and change the strategy if needed. [T26]
Of those employed to support program implementation, identification of how the change occurred was of most importance to Advisers. In general, the latter were more concerned with the effectiveness of different capacity development strategies than in the impact of environmental factors on the outcomes. Where the Adviser wanted the evaluation to identify the impact of the enabling environment, it remained closely related to the strategies being considered. For example, one Adviser wanted the evaluation to answer; “Could we have used a different process to meet the things that were constraints-- such as cultural mores?”. [T43]
However, questions about how the change occurred were not generally raised by activity managers. Only one manager (who was also an Adviser) stated that the evaluation should support; “Learning about the capacity development process itself in a particular context in which you are working and what does or doesn’t work”. [T36]   
Similarly partners (and in general nationals) did not identify the reasons why the change occurred as a question the evaluation of capacity development needed to answer. Furthermore, those who had relatively little experience in evaluation of capacity development were less likely to want the evaluation to consider how the change occurred than were those who had extensive experience in this area. This was regardless of which user group they represented. 
Questions on Lessons Learned

Questions about lessons learned were of most interest to donors and Advisers (especially Team Leaders). It was not a question any partners interviewed required evaluations to answer. 

Most Advisers were interested in finding out what could be applied to improve the implementation of the activity in which they were engaged. Comments such as; “(I want to know) which aspects of the programme worked well, which didn’t, how can they be strengthened: how can they be done better” [T1] were typical. They did not identify a need to find out lessons for application to other projects.  

Those directly involved in the management of activities (Program Directors and Team Leaders) were also more interested in identifying lessons that could be applied to the activity being evaluated rather than what could be applied elsewhere. For the few Team Leaders who did want evaluations to provide lessons that could be used on other activities, it was not a key part of the evaluation. For example, one suggested that; “An added bonus would be that it gives me takeaways that I can apply to other programs”. [T37]  

This was in contrast to donors who were most interested in lessons that could be applied to other initiatives. Interestingly, in this regard AusAID Post staff in Indonesia were far more interested in lessons learnt that could be applied in other contexts than were any other groups of donors (including within AusAID). 

While none of the donor respondents stated explicitly that they wanted evaluations to identify lessons that could be applied to the current initiative, most indicated that they wanted to know if something had occurred and, if not, why not? [for example T18]. However, most expressed the desire for the evaluation to identify what could be applied in future phases, to other sectors or to other programs [for example T9, T13, T15, T16, T17, T49]. The statement that the evaluation should; “help in the thinking about the lessons learnt, specifically so that you can … say this is what we could do differently in future” [T9] confirms this. 
Progress Toward and Achievement of Objective

All partners interviewed wanted the evaluation of capacity development to address achievement of the agreed objectives. They each emphasised the need to focus and reflect on what the original objectives were. For example: 

“An evaluation is always based on what the objectives of the program were. This is the only way to measure success, look at what the achievements were. Otherwise it is outside the program objective and is subjective”. [T5]

Managing Contractors, Program Directors and Team Leaders also wanted evaluations to identify whether the objectives were being achieved. Program Directors considered this to be one of the more important questions that needed to be answered. They also identified demonstration of progress (or otherwise) as a necessary key focus of capacity development evaluation. Additionally, very few people identified that they wanted the evaluation of capacity development to identify both progress and achievement of objectives [T9, T26, T33, T40]. Those who did were spread across user groups. 

While many of the AusAID staff interviewed also referred to achievement of objective (and, more broadly, accountability), it was not nearly as important a question as the evaluation questions previously discussed. From the responses in relation to interest in the broader accountability question, this interest was primarily to enable AusAID staff to provide information for briefings when required [T26] As one person interviewed from AusAID put it; 
“I think accountability would be the rhetoric, but as we don’t look at the quality of capacity development, I’d argue the extent to which it was rhetoric or reality” [T18].
Development Assistance Committee Criteria 

Of the four DAC criteria, none was consistently identified by the users as a question capacity development evaluations should address. Only effectiveness (the extent to which an aid activity achieves its objective) was identified to any extent, and even then, only by some of the user groups. 

Sustainability was not frequently identified as a question capacity development evaluations should consider. When raised, it was most frequently by those involved in managing implementation i.e. Managing Contractors, Program Directors and Team Leaders. It was also identified by a small number of donor staff.

Few of those interviewed identified relevance or efficiency as an aspect that they wanted addressed. In fact, relevance was only identified by a few AusAID staff from the Indonesia Post and NZAID, and there was no consistent pattern across the three people who mentioned it. There was one who considered whether the technical content was relevant, another whether the capacity development approach was relevant, and the third whether the outcomes remained relevant [T49, T12, T18]. 

Efficiency was only raised as an issue that capacity development evaluation should address by a small number of those interviewed amongst donors and those responsible for monitoring and evaluation of the activity. It tended to be raised more frequently by those with more expertise in evaluation of capacity development initiatives than those with little experience. When mentioned the emphasis tended to be on whether the capacity development strategy being used was the most cost effective approach to achieve the results. One evaluator wondered how efficiency could be calculated for capacity development [T31] while another indicated that, in general, it would be impossible to produce a quantitative answer [T34].

Other Questions

A number of people identified the need for the evaluation of capacity development to test the theory of change [T14, T15, T18, T23, T26, T34, T43, T48]. This was mainly requested by AusAID staff (primarily at the Indonesia Post) and those involved in evaluation of the initiative. For some [T18, T23],  the focus was a concern about the robustness of the links between outcome levels. For others it was whether changes at an individual level were transferring to groups and being embraced at the organisational level [T34]. In these cases, the intent was to move the focus of the evaluation questions away from the lower levels (inputs and outputs, or individual) to higher levels (outcomes or organisational change). 

Another issue raised was the difficulty in attributing a change to the particular development intervention. At higher-level outcomes, this becomes a problem due to the range of initiatives supported by partner governments, donors, INGOs, or communities that may also be contributing to the outcome, as well as the time it takes to achieve change at this level. The need to be able to demonstrate that the support provided by a particular initiative did lead to the capacity development outcome being considered was identified by donors and Managing Contractors alike. However, those interviewed focused on contribution rather than attribution and many interviewed recognised that making a causal link at the high level of outcomes was extremely contentious [T10, T24].

Those interviewed also identified a range of other questions that they wanted answered by evaluations of capacity development initiatives. These included: “What unintended outcomes occurred?”, “What opportunities had been missed?”, “Were the inputs of high quality?” and “What was the extent of partner ownership of the initiative?”. However, each of these questions was only identified by a small number of people (at most three). 

Differences Between, and Within, User Groups

The diversity of questions user groups wanted capacity development evaluation to answer, varied between user groups. For example, partners were really only interested in the changes that had occurred, whether objectives had been achieved, and to a lesser degree, the extent of cost efficiency. Other user groups had a more diverse range of interests. 

There were also differences in the questions that AusAID staff at Canberra and those at the Post wanted the evaluations to answer. Those at the Post were more interested in the changes that had occurred and why they occurred. By contrast, those based in Canberra were more interested in progress and the achievement of objectives. 

There is also some indication that questions of interest vary between Posts depending on the context. For example, capacity development initiatives in the Solomon Islands are being implemented in a Post-conflict situation. Here, AusAID staff could see little progress in capacity development and there was a sense that seeking to develop capacity was premature. This may explain why staff in this location were mainly interested in what changes were occurring and why these changes did or did not occur. 

This was in contrast to Indonesia where programs are larger, partner agencies better resourced and AusAID staff have been part of a program to develop their own capacity in monitoring and evaluation. It is likely that this program accounts for their greater understanding of what was and was not possible for evaluation. The AusAID staff interviewed in Indonesia were more interested in the evaluation identifying lessons that could be generalised and applied to other capacity development initiatives than was the case elsewhere.   

Furthermore, the range of questions AusAID staff at the Post wanted answered was generally less than that for those based in Canberra. Similarly, Advisers identified fewer questions to be answered than Program Directors or Managing Contractors. But what is clear is that, overall, the closer a person was to implementation of the Program, the narrower the focus of questions they wanted answered. This is shown schematically in Figure 1. 


Figure 1. Schematic diagram showing generalised relationship between the diversity of questions evaluation of capacity development is to answer and the intended user’s proximity to the initiative.

Implications

For the findings of evaluations of capacity development initiatives in international development to be more influential, it is clear that, among other things, they must meet the information needs of the intended users. At present, this is not the case and the different information needs of users on the whole do not appear to be recognised. Instead, the evaluation questions seem only to be driven by the DAC criteria. 

To ensure evaluations meet the information needs of intended users, the specific purpose of the evaluation and the questions that need to be answered to achieve this purpose must be considered when developing the Terms of Reference. These questions may not necessarily be derived from the DAC criteria. This will involve identification of the audience for the evaluation and recognition that each audience has different questions they want answered. Patton (2002, p173 - 174) emphasises the importance of this in maximising the use of the evaluation findings.

So the research findings presented here, suggest that the questions different intended user groups wanted answered broadly reflected the different ways in which they will use the evaluation findings. In summary, there are those who:

· Want, primarily, to use the findings to improve the implementation of the existing initiative (mainly Advisers). Their focus is on identifying progress and learning which strategies are/are not leading to change so that they can apply lessons learned to improve outcomes. This information needs to be provided on an almost continual basis throughout the life of the initiative. 

· Want to improve future capacity development initiatives (mainly AusAID). Their focus is on what influences the change (both the effectiveness of different capacity development strategies and factors in the environment) so that lessons learned can be applied to other initiatives 

· Need to focus on accountability (Partners, Managing Contractors and Program Directors, AusAID at Canberra). Their focus is on whether the objective has been achieved and to a lesser extent on cost efficiency. 

Thus, end users of the information acquired have different requirements in terms of the evaluation. For example, the types of questions asked are likely to be different and the time at which the evaluation findings are required will vary. Therefore, to expect a single evaluation to meet all these conflicting requirements to the satisfaction of every intended user is unrealistic. Again, clarity in the purpose of the evaluation will help overcome such issues. 

Meanwhile, recognition of points raised in this paper may lead to more regular internal evaluations (i.e. monitoring) undertaken by the initiative which ask about the progress that has occurred and which strategies and factors in the environment have/have not contributed to this. The provision of such information should lead to improved implementation of existing initiatives. 

Moreover, AusAID’s Mid-Term Reviews and Independent Completion Reviews may focus on information of a summative nature that can support decisions about future initiatives (including future support to the same partner agency). These may also ask about which strategies and factors in the environment have/have not contributed to change and the achievement of objectives. 

In summary, we who are evaluators of international development assistance programs must take a more professional approach to evaluations. Rather than accept the Scope of Services without question, we may need to assist AusAID to clarify the purpose of any evaluation they wish to undertake; how it is intended to use the findings; and from this, determine the key questions that particular evaluations need to answer. To assist with the exercise, questions in Table 4 can be used as a guide4. We must also seek to ensure that the utility standards are met and apply good evaluation practice.

Table 4. Questions of Primary Interest to Different User Groups.

	User group
	Donor5
	Partner
	Managers
	Advisers
	Responsible for M&E

	
	Canberra
	Post
	
	
	
	

	What were the changes?
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X

	How did the change occur?
	
	
	
	
	
	

	· Did the capacity development strategy work or not?
	X
	X
	
	
	X
	

	· What factors in the enabling environment influenced the change? 
	X
	X
	
	
	
	

	What lessons were learned?
	
	
	
	
	
	

	· For application to this initiative.
	
	X
	
	
	X
	

	· For application to other initiatives.
	X
	X
	
	
	
	

	Has the objective been achieved
	X
	
	X
	
	
	

	What progress has been made?
	X
	
	
	X
	
	

	Are the benefits sustainable?
	X
	
	
	X
	X
	


Conclusion

It is unlikely that clarity will be gained in the near future on what is meant by capacity development, and particularly whether it is a process (a means) or a product (an end). Perhaps from an evaluator’s perspective this is not essential as the two questions intended users most want answered reflect both aspects. 
The question: “What has changed?” captures the achievement of the objective, the product. While the question: “How has the change occurred?” (in terms of the effectiveness of different capacity development strategies and factors in the environment which impacted upon the change process) reflects the process. As evaluators, gaining clarity about the purpose of the evaluation and how the findings are to be used, we can help identify which of these questions we must answer and reflect whether capacity development is being considered as a means or an end. 
Recognising the different uses of the findings of evaluation of capacity development, evaluators should ensure that reporting supports these uses. The reports must be short, answer the questions of interest to the intended user and be timely. This will generally mean a change in current practice. For example, it may mean production of various summary reports for each intended user group in order to meet their needs before an integrated report is finalised. 

From the interviews, if capacity development evaluations provide pertinent information, there will be a significant improvement in how well these evaluations meet the needs of all intended users. But answering the questions of interest to intended users is only one step toward making evaluations of capacity development programs more influential. It is clear that we must all focus more on all of the utility standards. 
Key Messages for Evaluation of Capacity Development
· Identify what behaviour (individual, organisational, sectoral or environmental) has changed or is changing. 

· Tell a simply story of change.  
· Recognise that quantitative work is not essential. 

· Show contribution, not attribution. 

· Keep the report short.

· Comply with the utility standards.
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Intended users distance from the initiative





Diversity of questions

















� UNDP’s (UNDG, 2002) definition is the other commonly used definition. ‘Capacity refers to the ability of individuals, communities, institutions, organizations, social and political systems to use the natural, financial, political, social and human resources that are available to them for the definition and pursuit of sustainable development goals.’


� AusAID defines accountability as; “The obligations of partners to act according to clearly defined responsibilities, roles and performance expectations, often with respect to the prudent use of resources, delivery of quality outputs and the achievement of meaningful results.” (AusAID, 2008, p10)


3 Other major weaknesses identified which relate to utilisation included: lack of evaluator expertise, unclear evaluation purpose, weaknesses with reporting (including being too complex, too long, and presented after the information is needed for decision-making), and a lack of ownership of the evaluation by the intended user. These all reflect a lack of compliance with the JCSEE utility standards.


4 It should be noted, though, that it will not be appropriate for all evaluations of capacity development initiatives.


5 This mainly refers to AusAID.
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